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ABSTRACT
Previous research investigated the e f fe c t  of goal set t ing on 
supervisors' evaluations of employee performance and the causes 
a t t r ib u te d  to that  performance. The resu l ts  demonstrated that  
a t t r ib u t io n s  for  performance were more affected by success versus 
f a i l u r e  in the assigned than in the p a r t ic ip a t i v e  or s e l f -s e t  
condit ion.  I t  was hypothesized that  a possible exception to this  
r e la t io n s h ip  might occur when the goal was not accepted by the 
employee. This 3 x 2 x 2  f a c to r i a l  design investigated the impact of 
goal acceptance on ra t ings  of task performance and a t t r ib u t io n s  
concerning that  performance.
The overr iding determinant of a t t r ib u t io n s  regarding the employee 
was whether or not the goal was met. For instance, whether the 
employee succeeded appeared to be the overriding determinant in 
perception of goal commitment, luck, a b i l i t y ,  goal d i f f i c u l t y ,  and 
e f f o r t  in both the accept and r e je c t  condit ions. In addit ion ,  the 
a c cept / re jec t  manipulation revealed some other important implications  
fo r  supervisory performance appraisals and causal a t t r ib u t io n  ra t ings .  
When the employee f a i l e d  in meeting the goal ,  supervisors (subjects)  
rated the employee who accepted the goal as performing better  than the 
employee who f a i le d  but re jected the goal.
1Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION
Specif ic  goal s e t t in g ,  the portrayal of task goals, and frequent  
feedback are powerful determinants of performance. Campbell, Daft,  
and Hulin (1983) ,  however, suggest i t  is not enough fo r  managers/ 
o f f ic e rs /a d m in is t ra to rs  to have spec if ic  goals in t h e i r  minds. New 
technologies should be developed for  f a c i l i t a t i n g  the formulating of 
s p e c i f ic  goals, for  portraying them v is u a l ly ,  for  providing feedback 
e f f i c i e n t l y ,  and for  dealing with dysfunctional side e f fec ts  that  
might occur. This paper w i l l  discuss the ro le  of goals and goal 
se t t in g  in organizations as they a f fec t  the perception of employee 
motivation and performance. Steers and Porter (1979) suggested that  
goal se t t ing  in organizat ions is receiv ing increased a t ten t ion  because 
managers are attempting to f ind  ways to maximize the return on 
investment from l im i ted  resources. Thus, goals and goal set t ing  
provide a way in which resources can be allocated with r a t i o n a l i t y .  
Before analyzing th is  r o le ,  we should perhaps f i r s t  consider what is 
meant by the concept of goals.
Goal Sett ing and Performance
The Goal Concept
T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  there have been two d e f in i t io n a l  approaches to 
goals: (1)  goals were statements of where the indiv idual or
organizat ion wanted to be at some future  time ( E tz io n i ,  1964; Vroom, 
1960); and ( 2 )  goals were seen as constraints placed on present and
2fu ture  behavior as a re s u l t  of past and present decisions and 
commitments (Cyert & March, 1963; Simon, 1964). Although the 
l i t e r a t u r e  on goals has genera l ly  t reated these approaches as separate 
and d i s t in c t  (P or te r ,  Lawler, & Hackman,€ 1,975; Steers, 1977), Steers 
and Porter (1979) suggested that  they are more complementary than 
mutually  exclusive. They envisioned the goal concept as a dynamic 
process by which indiv iduals  and organizations determine th e i r  fu ture  
object ives within  certa in  known l im i ta t io n s .  However, once these 
object ives have been set ,  they seem to ru le  out the p o s s ib i l i t y  of 
pursuing other potent ia l  goals because of the l i m i t  of resources.
As a r e s u l t ,  goal set t ing  becomes a process of a l lo ca t ing  resources 
such as manpower, money, and time. Thus, viewing goal sett ing as a 
continual  decision and reevaluation process subsumes both of the 
d e f in i t io n a l  approaches discussed above.
Functions of Goals
Once goals have been formulated, they serve several functions for  
the g o a l -s e t t e r — to guide and d irec t  behavior, to serve as a standard 
against which judgments can be made, to serve as a source of 
leg i t im acy ,  to a f fe c t  the s tructure  of the organizat ion, and to 
provide s ig n i f ic a n t  insight  into the underlying motives of indiv iduals  
and organizations (Steers ,  1977). I t  is the judgment standard aspect 
of goal se t t ing  that  is of greatest in teres t  in the present research.
F i r s t ,  goals guide and d irec t  behavior by focusing a t ten t ion  and 
e f f o r t  in specif ic  direct ions and providing a ra t io n a le  for  organiz ing 
resources (Cascio, 1982; Steers, 1977). Second, goals provide a 
standard against  which .judgments can be made as to the r e la t i v e
3effect iveness and e f f ic ie n c y  with which goals are met .  Third,  goals 
provide a source of leg i t im acy ,  j u s t i fy in g  a c t i v i t i e s  and the use_of 
resources necessary to pursue them. Fourth, goals a f fec t  the
—  -- .. , ~ • ..   ' T
structure  of the o rgan izat ion— the a c t i v i t i e s ,  p rac t ices ,  and 
technological  processes necessary for  goal attainment; and they can 
cause r e s t r ic t io n s  on the a c t i v i t i e s  of the indiv iduals  as well as the 
acquis i t ion and d is t r ib u t io n  of resources. Thus, social phenomena 
such as communication pa t te rns ,  authori ty  and power r e la t io n s ,  
div is ion  of labor, and status orderings can be d i r e c t l y  a f fected.  
F i f t h ,  goaj s  provide ins ight  into the underlying motives, character , 
and behavior of both in djyjduals„and„ocganj.zat_jons.. In th is  sense, 
goals are object ives the goa l -se t te r  fee ls  are worthy of pursuit .  
Overview
In the sections that  fo l low ,  the nature of goal sett ing processes 
in organizat ions w i l l  be examined in d e t a i l ,  beginning with the model 
proposed by Locke and his associates— a model addressing the impact of 
personal goals on various a c t i v i t i e s .  In addit ion ,  several 
experiments which are la rg e ly  consistent with Locke's theore t ica l  
formulations w i l l  be reviewed. Locke's model is compared with other 
th e o r ie s ,  and several unique features are found. In general,  strong 
support is found fo r  the contention that  c le a r ,  concise goals provide 
an e f fe c t i v e  means of enhancing employee performance. Se l f -serv ing  
biases that may occur in performance evaluation w i l l  be addressed, as 
well as the ro le  of a t t r ib u t io n  processes in performance appraisal.  
F i n a l l y ,  a study by Dossett and Greenberg (1981) w i l l  be examined; 
they analyzed the ro le  of goal s e t t in g ,  not only in the context of
4employee performance, but also as i t  re la tes  to other issues of 
organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .  Using an a t t r ib u t io n a l  analysis ,  the 
a v a i la b le  research evidence on goal set t ing is examined to see how 
goals influence the cognit ive processes and perceptions leading up to 
the decision to produce.
Appl ication of Goal Setting in Organizations
Goals and Intentions
T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  expectancy models of the motivational process have 
suggested that  the task to be performed is an important intervening  
l i n k  between e f f o r t  or choice behavior and the outcomes desired by the 
ind iv idua l  (Campbell & Pr i tchard ,  1976). According to cognit ive  
models, ind iv iduals  have intent ions about what they w i l l  do when faced 
with certa in  task requirements; and these intentions influence the 
choices they make among task coptent and the e f f o r t  they expend toward 
performance goals with in  tasks. Campbell, Daft ,  and Hulin (1983) 
found that although goal se t t ing  is labeled as a cognit ive area of 
in v e s t ig a t io n ,  as yet there have been no systematic attempts to f ind  
out how indiv iduals  process information about goals. When are goals 
recognized as goals? Along what parameters do indiv iduals  evaluate  
goals?
Locke's (1968) theory of goal set t ing suggests the re la t ionsh ip  
between conscious goals or in tentions and task performance. The basic 
premise is that actions are regulated by the in d iv id u a l 's  conscious 
in ten t ions .  In th is  theory, a goal is defined as what the individual  
is consciously t ry in g  to do. In addit ion ,  the theory suggests that an
5in d iv id u a l 's  goals mediate how performance is af fected by knowledge of 
resu l ts  (performance feedback), p a r t ic ip a t io n  in decision making, and 
competit ion.  Goals that  are assigned to an indiv idual by a supervisor 
have an e f fe c t  on behavior only to the extent that  they are consciously 
accepted by the indiv idual (McCormick & I lgen ,  1980; Muchinsky, 1983).  
Locke (1968) stated:
I t  is not enough to know that  an order or request was made; 
one has to know whether or not the indiv idual heard i t  and 
understood i t ,  how he appraised i t ,  and what he decided to 
do about i t  before i ts  e f fec ts  on his behavior can be 
predicted and explained, (p. 174).
Locke's (1968) theory is based on a series of control led  
laboratory  experiments with college students who performed simple 
tasks for  short periods of t ime. Latham and Yukl (1975) f ind  i t  
questionable whether something so simple as set t ing spec if ic  hard 
goals can increase the performance of employees in organizat ional  
sett ings where experimental demands are absent and acceptance of goals 
is not as e a s i ly  obtained. I t  is thus important to review research on 
the appl icat ion of goal set t ing  in organizat ions, to evaluate the 
pra c t ic a l  f e a s i b i l i t y  of goal s e t t in g ,  and to evaluate Locke's theory. 
Specif ic  Goals Versus Generalized or No Goals
An e a r l i e r  f i e l d  study by Lawrence and Smith (1955) provided 
information on the e f fec ts  of employee p a r t ic ip a t io n  in decision 
making and goal s e t t in g .  Because a p a r t ic ip a t iv e  goal set t ing  
condition was compared with a condition in which work problems and 
company po l icy  were discussed without any e x p l i c i t  goal s e t t in g ,  the
6study was in terpreted as an assessment of the e f fec ts  of goal s e t t in g .  
I t  was concluded that  employees were equally  s a t is f ie d  in both 
condit ions,  but production increased more in the goal set t ing  
condition than in the condition when no-goal was set (Landy, 
B a rn e s -F a r re l l , & Cleveland, 1980; Landy, Barnes, & Murphy, 1978).
A c o r re la t io n a l  study by Burke and Wilcox (1969) investigated the 
e f fe c ts  of goal set t ing  during the appraisal in terv iew. A 
questionnaire  was used to obtain data from a sample of nonmanagerial 
female employees. I t  was concluded that employee perception of the 
extent to which an employee and the supervisor set mutual goals was 
corre la ted  with the employee's s e l f - rep or ted  desire to improve on 
performance (r_ = .45 )  and the s e l f - r a t in g s  of actual performance 
improvement ( i t  = .2 9 ) .
Because goal acceptance is a necessary condition in Locke's 
theory, researchers have t r i e d  to id e n t i f y  factors that  determine 
whether employees w i l l  accept harder goals. Some of the studies 
reviewed in th is  section found that variables which moderated the 
e f fec ts  of goal d i f f i c u l t y  also influenced goal acceptance. These 
variab les  included the employee's perception that  the goal is 
reasonable, and the perceived contingency between goal attainment and 
the expected outcomes. More d i f f i c u l t  goals were l i k e l y  to be 
perceived as challenging ra ther  than impossible i f  the employee had a 
high degree of self -assurance and had previously had more successes 
than fa i lu r e s  in goal attainment.
7Assigned Versus F a r t ic ip a t iv e  Goal Sett ing
Locke’ s (1968) theory suggests that  goals mediate the e f fec ts  of 
employee p a r t ic ip a t io n  in decision making. The theory is not d i r e c t l y  
concerned with the manner in which goals are set— although the most 
appropriate  manner of se t t ing  goals is an important question. As a 
r e s u l t ,  the consequences of subordinate p a r t ic ip a t io n  in decision 
making have been the subject of considerable research in the 
leadership and management l i t e r a t u r e .  According to a c lass ica l  
management theory by Massie (1965) ,  i t  is the leader 's  re s p o n s ib i l i t y  
to assign goals and ensure that  they are a t ta ined .  Humanistic 
organizat ion theories suggested by L ike r t  (1967) and McGregor (1960)  
allow fo r  considerable subordinate p a r t ic ip a t io n  in decision making, 
and p a r t ic ip a t io n  is believed to increase acceptance of the decision 
and commitment to implement i t .  Contingency theories conclude that  
p a r t ic ip a t io n  is e f fe c t iv e  in some s ituat ions but not in others 
(Lowin, 1968; Morse, 1970; Tannenbaum, 1958; Vroom & Yetton, 1973; 
Yukl, 1971). Leadership research on the e f fec ts  of employee 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  in decision making supports the contingency approach.
Several studies assessed the e f fec ts  of d i f fe r e n t  amounts of 
subordinate p a r t ic ip a t io n  in goal s e t t in g .  French, Kay, and Meyer 
(1966) compared assigned and p a r t ic ip a t iv e  goal set t ing  during 
performance appraisal interviews with lower-level managers. Measures 
were taken of perceived p a r t ic ip a t io n  of the managers, observer 
judgments of the amount of p a r t ic ip a t io n  during the appraisal  
in te rv ie w ,  and the managers' perception of the usual amount of 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  they previously  had been allowed. Perception of the
8usual amount of p a r t ic ip a t io n  (measured p r io r  to the appraisal  
in terv iew )  was re la ted  p o s i t iv e ly  to acceptance of job goals. Yet, 
goal acceptance and goal attainment were not re la ted  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  to 
the other p a r t ic ip a t io n  measures and were not affected by the goal 
set t ing  manipulation.
Steers and Porter (1979) suggested that  a number of l im i ta t io n s  
of th is  study make i t  d i f f i c u l t  to reach any c lear conclusions:
The p a r t ic ip a t io n  manipulation was not always successful,  the 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  treatment was confounded with the usual level of 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  between the supervisor and the subordinates, and no 
object ive  performance measures were obtained.
Despite these problems and the s carc i ty  of s ig n i f ic a n t  
d i f fe re nc e s ,  Steers and Porter reached the fo l lowing conclusions:
(1 )  subordinates who received a high p a r t ic ip a t io n  level in the 
performance in terv iew achieved a greater percentage of th e i r  
improvement goals; (2 )  employees who usual ly  worked under high 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  levels performed best on goals they set fo r  themselves, 
and employees who usual ly  worked under low p a r t ic ip a t io n  levels  
performed best on goals th e i r  supervisor assigned to them.
Moderating Concerns
Steers and Porter (1979) suggest that  perhaps the greatest  
def ic iency of Locke's theory is the f a i l u r e  to specify  the determinants 
of  goal acceptance and goal commitment. Other invest igators have used 
expectancy theory concepts to explain how goal acceptance is 
determined. Studies by Dachler and Mobley (1973) and Steers (1977) 
found that  goal acceptance and performance were predictable  from
9measures of an employee's expectancy that  e f f o r t  w i l l  lead to goal 
atta inment,  the expectancy that  goal attainment w i l l  lead to various 
outcomes, and the subjective values assigned to those outcomes.
Goal se t t ing  programs were found to be e f fe c t i v e  over an extended 
period of time in a v a r ie ty  of organizat ions, at both the managerial 
and nonmanagerial lev e ls .  Both assigned goals and p a r t ic ip a t iv e  goal 
s e t t in g  were e f f e c t i v e .  In conclusion, the laboratory and f i e l d  
research on goal set t ing  has provided support for  parts of Locke's 
theory and has shown the prac t ica l  f e a s i b i l i t y  of goal se t t ing  programs.
A t t r i b u t io n ,  Goal Se t t in g ,  and Performance Evaluation
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) suggested that the e f fe c t  of process 
var iab les  on performance appraisal in the context of goal set t ing  has 
not been addressed. In addi t ion ,  these authors suggested that a 
superv isor 's  performance appraisal of an employee may be affected by 
information obtained during the goal sett ing process. Although th e i r  
study examined performance appraisal in the context of the goal 
se t t in g  process, i t  ra ised the question of whether goal se t t ing  makes 
the performance appraisal process easier or more accurate. The 
inferences that  supervisors must make about an employee can lead to 
many of the sources of bias discussed by Cooper (1981) and 
Feldman (1981) .
Cognitive Obstacles to Rating Accuracy
Halo error  is considered by Cooper (1981) to be one of the most 
pervasive errors a f fec t ing  performance appraisal.  The halo e f fe c t  
re fe rs  to a tendency to ra te  an employee s im i la r ly  across t r a i t s  in
10
accordance with an overal l  or global Impression of f a v o r a b i l l t y  or 
u n fa v o r a b i l i t y .  Cooper suggests the fol lowing sources of halo: 
undersampi ing, engulf ing,  in s u f f ic ie n t  concreteness, and in s u f f ic ie n t  
r a te r  motivation and knowledge. The f i r s t  e r r o r ,  undersampling, 
r e f l e c t s  a common ra t in g  s i tua t ion  in which the ra te r  is given an 
in s u f f i c ie n t  sample of the r a te e 's  behavior; because of t h i s ,  there is 
a greater  r e l ia n c e  on inferences about how categories covary, and 
these inferences may be inaccurate. Engulfing re fers  to the tendency 
to be a ffected e i th e r  by an overal l  impression of an employee or by a 
s in g le ,  s a l ie n t  feature  in rat ings on other fa c to rs .  In s u f f ic ie n t  
concreteness re fe rs  to the ra t ing  scales; greater halo occurs when 
ra t in g  factors  are abstract and in s u f f i c i e n t l y  defined.  Behavioral ly  
anchored ra t ing  scales were suggested by Smith and Kendall (1963) to 
reduce th is  error  with spec i f ic  and concrete scales.
Additional research by Feldman (1981) found that  ra ters  
constructed cognit ive  schemata and prototypes that  guided th e i r  
perceptual searching and organizing. Prototypes re fe r  to a form of 
abstract image that  summarizes the major tendencies of a category 
(Rosch et a l . ,  1976). Schemata are s im i lar  to prototypes but more 
complex; they ex is t  fo r  events, causal re la t io n s h ip s ,  and categories  
of people or things (F iske,  1974). These cognit ive schemata or 
prototypes can guide raters  in searching the environment; however, 
these guides can provide a l im i ted  view of events. Information shared 
during goal s e t t ing  may ac t ivate  such schemata and thus a f fec t  
performance a t t r ib u t io n s  and ra t ings .
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Perception and the schemata that  form the basis for  se lec t ing ,  
attending to ,  and organizing that which is perceived can be influenced 
by the r a t e r ' s  expectations; I t te ls o n  and K i lp a t r ic k  (1951) s tate  that  
ra te rs  form t h e i r  r e a l i t y  on the basis of the information avai lab le  
and the way that  i t  is in terpre ted .  Cooper (1981) suggested that  
ra te rs  encode information by s e le c t iv e ly  attending to some behaviors 
while  ignoring others, stressing the importance of frame of reference  
in the perception and evaluation of employees. In summary, the 
r a t e r ' s  cognit ive schemata can guide the ra te r  through the search 
process suggesting tha t  ra te rs  may be set to attend to and encode 
behaviors that  are consistent  with t h e i r  cognit ive schemata.
While the Feldman and Cooper a r t i c le s  have suggested important 
cognit ive  process variables underlying performance appra isa l ,  
a t t r ib u t io n  theor is ts  have also discussed issues of relevance.
Although supervisors stand as observers of employee performance, they 
are genera l ly  not uninterested bystanders. Therefore, concerns have 
been raised about the se l f -s e rv in g  biases that  may occur in 
performance evaluation and the general ro le  of a t t r ib u t io n  processes 
in performance appra isa l .
Theory and Research Concerning Causal A t t r ibu t ions
Perceptions of task success and f a i l u r e  a f fe c t  the degree to 
which an observer a t t r ib u te s  task performance to in ternal  causes— 
the in d iv id u a l 's  e f f o r t  and a h i l i t .y — or to external causes — 
task d i f f i c u l t y  and luck (Weiner, 1972; Weiner, 1974; Weiner, F r ie ze ,  
Kukla, Reed, Rest, & Rosenbaum, 1971; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, &
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Cook, 1972; Weiner & Kukla, 1970). These causal a t t r ib u t io n s  may have 
implicat ions for  the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  used by the organizat ion to 
r e in fo rc e  success or f a i l u r e  and the resu lt ing  a l te r a t io n  of the 
in d iv id u a l 's  in s t ru m e n ta l i t ie s .  For instance, an in d iv id u a l 's  task 
success or f a i l u r e  may be a t t r ibu te d  e i ther  to a b i l i t y  or to e f f o r t .
I f  an indiv idual  f a i l s ,  the people in the organization who control  
external rewards may a t t r ib u te  the f a i l u r e  to a lack of a b i l i t y  rather  
than e f f o r t .  In add i t ion ,  in a business organizat ion,  when f a i l u r e  is 
a t t r ib u te d  to a lack of a b i l i t y  ra ther  than e f f o r t  i t  may r e s u l t  in a 
dismissal; whereas f a i l u r e  due to a lack of e f f o r t  ( in  the presence of 
high a b i l i t y )  may put the burden of r e s p o n s ib i i i ty  on the organization  
and cause the management to wonder where i t  went wrong and how i t  
could improve the motivation of capable employees (Nord, 1976;
Robbins, 1979).
Research by M i l l e r  and Ross (1975) suggested an information  
processing explanation for  se l f -serv in g  a t t r ib u t io n a l  biases. They 
suggested that  indiv iduals  intend and expect success more than 
f a i l u r e .  Furthermore, they claim that people are more l i k e l y  to make 
in terna l  s e l f - a t t r i b u t io n s  for  expected outcomes and external s e l f ­
a t t r ib u t io n s  for  unexpected outcomes. I t  is not c lear  that  
supervisors' expectations and a t t r ib u t io n s  would fo l low the same 
pat te rn .  Whether an employee accepts or re jects  a goal may or may not 
a f fe c t  expectations and a t t r ib u t io n s  made by the supervisor.  For 
example, when an employee accepts a goal ,  success would be an expected 
outcome, and both the employee and supervisor should make in ternal  
a t t r ib u t io n s  i f  success occurs. I f  the employee accepts the goal but
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f a i l s  (an unexpected outcome), the employee should make external  
a t t r ib u t io n s ,  but i t  is not c lear  what the supervisor w i l l  do. Many 
studies have documented the "fundamental a t t r ib u t io n  error"
(Harvey et a l . ,  1980; Wong & Weiner, 1981) which would predict  an 
in terna l  a t t r ib u t io n  by the supervisor even though the outcome 
( f a i l u r e )  was not expected. On the other hand, i f  the employee 
re je c ts  the goal ,  success would be an unexpected outcome for  the 
employee and y ie ld  an external a t t r ib u t io n .  Again, i t  is not c lear  
th a t  the supervisor 's  a t t r ib u t io n s  would be the same as the 
employee's. I f  the supervisor believes the goal is a t ta in a b le ,  
success would be expected and f a i l u r e  unexpected regardless of the 
employee's acceptance or re je c t io n  react ion.  Therefore, i f  the 
posit ion of M i l l e r  and Ross can be extended to an observer, in ternal  
a t t r ib u t io n s  are most l i k e l y  for  success, while external a t t r ib u t io n s  
are most l i k e l y  for  employee f a i l u r e .  On the other hand, i f  the 
.supervisor reacts to employee re je c t io n  of the goal ,  f a i l u r e  would be 
expected and success unexpected; the supervisor should make in ternal  
a t t r ib u t io n s  for  employee f a i l u r e  and external a t t r ib u t io n s  for  
employee success. All  of th is  is fu r th e r  complicated by the degree of 
involvement by the supervisor in set t ing the goal.  As degree of  
involvement increases, the hedonic relevance (Jones & Davis, 1965; 
Jones & Gerard, 1967) of the employee's performance increases. 
Therefore ,  se l f -s e rv in g  biases by the supervisor may a f fe c t  
a t t r ib u t io n s  and performance ra t in g s .
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) considered the e f fe c t  of goal 
s e t t in g  on supervisors' evaluat ions of employees' performance as a
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function of various goal set t ing  methods under conditions of task 
success or f a i l u r e .  They concluded that  " a t t r ib u t io n a l  d is to rt ions"  
were greater in the assigned than in the p a r t ic ip a t iv e  or s e l f -s e t  
condit ions, i . e . ,  employee success or f a i l u r e  had a greater impact on 
performance a t t r ib u t io n s  in the assigned goal condit ion. However, 
Dossett and Greenberg did not address questions concerning indiv iduals  
accepting the goals they were assigned. Perhaps answers to such 
questions are needed before wide-scale implementation of supervision 
by goal se t t ing  is carr ied  out (Campbell, D aft ,  & Hul in ,  1983).
The degree of involvement a supervisor has in set t ing a goal 
increases from s e l f - s e t ,  through p a r t i c ip a t i v e ,  to assigned goal 
set t ing  procedures. As a supervisor 's  influence increases in setting  
the goal ,  the success or f a i l u r e  of the employee in meeting the goal 
can have increasingly  pos i t ive  or negative consequences for  the 
supervisor. Consequently, an employee's performance evaluation may be 
d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a f fected as a function of the type of goal set t ing  
process (e s p e c ia l ly  i f  the employee f a i l e d  to meet the goa l ) .  The 
f a i l u r e  may be seen as a threat  to the supervisor 's  self-esteem
causing a defensive a t t r ib u t io n  to avoid that th r e a t .  Therefore,
in the present study i t  is hypothesized that an employee's 
performance evaluation w i l l  be affected by an in teract ion  between the
performance outcome (success or f a i l u r e ) ,  the manner in which the goal
was set ( s e l f - s e t ,  p a r t i c ip a t i v e ,  or assigned), and whether the goal 
was accepted or re je c te d .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t  is ant ic ipated that  
supervisors' causal a t t r ib u t io n s  of performance and the performance 
evaluation for  a f a i l i n g  employee w i l l  be affected more in an assigned
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goal se t t in g  condition than in e i ther  p a r t ic ip a t iv e  or s e l f - s e t  
condit ions. I t  is expected that the greatest e f fec ts  w i l l  appear in 
the a s s ig n e d / r e je c t / f a i l  condit ion. However, the size of the e f fec ts  
w i l l  also vary across dependent var iab les .
F i n a l l y ,  Dossett and Greenberg (1981) found that the most potent 
determinant of a supervisor 's  evaluation of an employee's performance 
was whether or not the set goal was successful ly  achieved. The 
procedure u t i l i z e d  in set t ing  the goal appeared to be important when 
evaluators were assessing the causes of an employee's performance, but 
not when they evaluated the employee's overal l  e f fec t iveness .  In the 
present study, ha l f  the "supervisors" w i l l  be informed that the 
employee succeeded, while ha l f  w i l l  be informed that  the employee 
f a i l e d .  This is hypothesized to a f fe c t  the supervisor 's  a t t r ib u t io n s  
of the causes of the worker's performance as well as t h e i r  overal l  
performance evaluat ion r a t in g .  I t  is expected that  a t t r ib u t io n s  would 
be d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  af fected by s u c cess / fa i lu re ,  goal acceptance/  
r e je c t i o n ,  and amount of goal set t ing  p a r t ic ip a t io n .  Thus, i t  is 
expected that  the data w i l l  support the findings of Jones and Davis 
(1965) and Jones and Gerard (1967) suggesting that  the hedonic 
relevance of an outcome acts to a f fec t  an observer's causal 
a t t r ib u t io n s .
The present study w i l l  also examine the e f fec ts  of d i f fe r e n t  
types of goal se t t ing  procedures on an employee's performance 
eva lua t ion .  Subjects w i l l  be shown one of several videotapes of a 
supervisor and an employee sett ing a performance goal.  After  
rece iv ing  information about the employee's success or f a i l u r e  in
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meeting the goal ,  the subjects w i l l  assume the ro le  of the supervisor 
and evaluate the employee's performance. A t t r ib u t io n  research by Bern 
(1972) has demonstrated tha t  ro le  players make the same a t t r ib u t io n s  
as those of an actual p a r t ic ip a n t .  This should allow ro le  players to 
p a r t ic ip a te  in the goal se t t ing  conditions: p a r t i c ip a t i v e ,  assigned,
or s e l f - s e t .  Although there is no e x p l i c i t  evidence to support Bern's 
theory, Dossett and Greenberg (1981) made th is  assumption in th e i r  
research. Consequently, th is  assumption is also used in th is  present 
study. Each of these goal se t t ing  conditions w i l l  be combined with 
the employee e i th e r  accepting or re je c t in g  the goal and e i ther  
succeeding or f a i l i n g  to meet the goal.  Sex of both supervisor and 
employee is constant (female) in order to avoid e f fec ts  due to the sex 
v a r ia b le .  I t  is expected that the subject w i l l  a t t r ib u te  success to 
in terna l  fac tors  such as high e f f o r t ,  goal commitment, and a b i l i t y .
In a s im i la r  way, i t  is expected that external factors  such as luck 
and goal d i f f i c u l t y  w i l l  be blamed for  f a i l u r e .
Dependent Variables and Hypotheses
Drawing upon the previous discussion, a number of general 
hypothesis were proposed.
Effectiveness
Two hypotheses were proposed for  the effect iveness ra t ings .
F i r s t ,  i t  was hypothesized that there would be a main e f fe c t  for  the 
success versus f a i l u r e  manipulation. Second, there would also be an 
in te rac t ion  for  the accept / re jec t  x success /fa i lure  condit ions. In 
the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study, the overriding determinant of
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the employee's overal l  performance effect iveness was whether or not 
the goal was met. I f  the employee re jects  the goal ,  another source of 
information is provided to the ra te r  concerning the employee; i t  is 
expected th is  negative information w i l l  magnify the e f fe c t  of f a i l u r e  
and lead to even lower effect iveness rat ings in a l l  three goal 
s e t t ing  v a r ia t io n s .
Goal Commitment
I t  was hypothesized that  the goal commitment var iab le  would show 
a three-way in te ra c t ion  between s u c c e s s / fa i l ,  a c c e p t / re je c t ,  and goal 
se t t in g  v a r ia t io n s .  I t  was expected that  goal commitment would be 
high in a l l  goal se t t ing  and accept / re jec t  conditions as long as the 
employee was successful.  Consistent with the Dossett and Greenberg 
(1981) r e s u l t s ,  and with the theory of Jones and Davis (1965) ,  f a i l u r e  
by the employee was expected to produce s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower 
a t t r ib u t io n s  of goal commitment in a l l  goal set t ing  condit ions, but 
the e f fe c ts  of f a i l u r e  were expected to increase as the hedonic 
relevance of the employee's performance increased. Furthermore,  
re je c t io n  of the goal by the employee should provide added support for  
an in terna l  a t t r ib u t io n  by the supervisor; the re fo re ,  i t  was expected 
th a t  the lowest goal commitment a t t r ib u t io n  would occur in the 
assigned, r e j e c t ,  f a i l u r e  condit ion.
Luck
Concerning the luck v a r ia b le ,  i t  was hypothesized that  there  
would be a s ig n i f ic a n t  three-way in terac t ion  between success /fa i lure  x 
a c c e p t / re je c t  x goal se t t ing  condit ion. Consistent with the Dossett 
and Greenberg (1981) r e s u l ts ,  i t  was expected that there would not be
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large dif ferences in luck a t t r ib u t io n s  across the s e l f - s e t ,  
p a r t i c ip a t i v e ,  and assigned conditions when the employee was 
successful .  However, in the f a i l u r e  condit ion,  a s ig n i f ic a n t  decrease 
in the luck a t t r ib u t io n  was expected in the assigned condit ion. This 
would be consistent  with the contention by Weiner et a l . (1971) that  
luck is an external fa c to r  and not used by an observer to explain  
f a i lu r e s  by others. Further ,  th is  decrease was expected to be 
greatest  in the accept condition because f a i l u r e  a f te r  re je c t in g  a 
goal should not be a t t r ib u te d  to bad l u c k - - i t  could be a t t r ib u te d  to 
an in terna l  cause, the goal re je c t io n  i t s e l f .
Abi1i t y
For the a b i l i t y  v a r ia b le ,  a s ig n i f ic a n t  three-way in terac t ion  was 
hypothesized between the success /fa i lure  x ac ce p t / re jec t  x goal 
set t ing  manipulations. I t  was expected that  a b i l i t y  ra tings would be 
high in a l l  goal s e t t ing  and accept / re jec t  conditions as long as the 
employee was successful.  Consistent with the Dossett and Greenberg 
(1981) r e s u l t s ,  the accept condition would produce s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower 
a b i l i t y  ra t ings  for  the f a i l u r e  group; the e f fec ts  of f a i l u r e  were 
expected to increase as hedonic relevance of the employee's 
performance increased, and the largest  d i f ference should occur in the 
assigned goal condit ion.
Goal D i f f i c u l t y
Concerning the goal d i f f i c u l t y  v a r ia b le ,  a s ig n i f ic a n t  three-way 
in te ra c t ion  was hypothesized hetween accept / re jec t  x success/ fa i lure  x 
goal se t t ing  var iab les .  Similar  to the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)  
study, goal d i f f i c u l t y  was held constant; consequently, the resu lts
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should depend on the success /fa i lu re  outcome. Again, the success/ 
f a i l u r e  d i f ferences would be largest  in the r e je c t  condit ion,  
providing addit ional support fo r  an in ternal a t t r ib u t io n  by the 
supervisor. The largest  e f f e c t  was expected in the assigned 
goal condit ion.
E f fo r t
On the e f f o r t  v a r ia b le ,  a s ig n i f ic a n t  in terac t ion  was hypothesized 
between accept / re jec t  x success /fa i lu re  x goal set t ing  manipulations.
As in the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) re s u l ts ,  large di f ferences  
between success and f a i l u r e  conditions were expected only in the 
accept condit ion,  and f a i l u r e  by the employee was expected to produce 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower a t t r ib u t io n s  of e f f o r t  in a l l  goal set t ing  
condit ions. However, i t  was expected that the r e je c t  condition would 
produce s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower e f f o r t  rat ings for  the f a i l u r e  group with 
the largest  d i f fe rence  occurring in the assigned goal condit ion,  
adding fu r th e r  support for  an in terna l  a t t r ib u t io n  by the supervisor.
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Chapter I I  
METHOD 
Subjects 1
The par t ic ipa n ts  were 120 undergraduate students attending the 
U n iv e rs i ty  of Nebraska at Omaha. Both the subjects and the 
confederates were females in order to avoid in teract ions between 
sex of supervisor and subordinate. In exchange for  th e i r  
p a r t ic ip a t io n  in the experiment, subjects received extra  c r e d i t  in 
t h e i r  respect ive courses. Subjects were randomly assigned to the 12 
treatment condit ions.
The ranges and means of demographic c h a rac te r is t ics  of the sample 
are presented in Table 1. Considerable d iv e r s i t y  was evident on each 
dimension. For instance, there were 82% s ing le ,  8% marr ied, and 10% 
divorced. There were 9% Black, 88% Caucasian, 2% O r ie n ta l ,  and 1% 
Hispanic. In add i t ion ,  9% of the students were planning a career with 
t h e i r  company, 87% of the students were not planning a career with 
t h e i r  company, and 4% of the students were undecided about a career  
with t h e i r  company. In the sample, 28% reported holding supervisory  
p o s i t io n s ,  and 72% reported not holding supervisory posit ions.  The 
smple included 48% b lu e -c o l la r  workers and 52% w h i te -c o l la r  workers. 
There were 2% union members and 98% nonunion members. There were 
s im i la r  percentages in a l l  c e l l s .
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Table 1 
Demographic Character is t ics
Var iable Range Mean
Age 18-46 22.69
Number of dependents 0-5 .40
Months worked 3-240 66.78
Months present company 2-144 29.60
Months present position 1-120 26.99
Months as supervisor 1-84 . 23.94
Hours per week worked 8-70 26.08
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Procedure
Groups ranging from one to four subjects at a time were shown a 
videotape of an employee and supervisor discussing the employee's s ix -  
month evaluation and se t t ing  goals fo r  the next six months. Videotape 
( ra th er  than a l i v e  supervisor-employee in tera c t ion )  was used to 
control goal d i f f i c u l t y  and any unique performer factors that  could 
bias the re s u l ts .  The feedback instrument was a behavioral 
observation scale (BOS), and the supervisor suggested ways in which 
the employee should improve on two dimensions (Latham & Wexley, 1982).
Following the videotape, the subjects completed a questionnaire
’ ■* &  assessing t h e i r  impressions of the employee, the supervisor, and the
discussion between them. The f i r s t  questionnaire occurred before the
success / fa i lu re  feedback was given. This questionnaire also provided
the means to check that  a l l  the variables and manipulations were
in order. *
The employee's performance for  the next six months was manipulated 
in a w r i t ten  statement provided with the performance evaluat ion  
questionnaire .  A fter  subjects were given the performance feedback,  
they completed another questionnaire, th is  time playing the ro le  of 
the supervisor.
The subjects were given instruct ions that  the questionnaire was 
to be used for  appraising the performance of the employee they had 
j u s t  viewed. When the subjects completed th is  questionnaire, they 
were debriefed and dismissed.
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Goal Sett ing Manipulation
Three versions of the goal set t ing  videotape were produced. All  
tapes were ident ica l  except fo r  the parts perta in ing to the goal 
s e t t in g ,  and acceptance manipulations. Subjects were assigned to the 
various conditions randomly. In a l l  conditions the level of the goals 
was always the same; 30% of time c a l l in g  customers and 80% of the 
p ro d u c t iv i ty  standard. See Appendix A for  the various s c r ip ts .  The 
p a r t ic ip a t i v e  condition scr ip t  is presented below as an example.
Group 1: P a r t ic ip a t iv e  Goal
In the f i r s t  tape the employee i n i t i a l l y  set a goal which was 
upgraded by the supervisor and was e i ther  accepted or re jected by the 
employee. In add i t ion ,  the employee e i the r  succeeded or f a i l e d  to 
reach the goal.  The s c r ip t  for  th is  condition read as fol lows;
Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"
Worker: " I 'm f i n e ,  thanks, how are you?"
Supervisor: "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I c a l led  you
in today to discuss your performance. As a re s u l t  of the t ra in in g  
program you've ju s t  completed, I fee l  i t ' s  appropriate to set some 
goals for  the next six months. I want you to concentrate most on the 
time you spend c a l l in g  your customers (pause) and on your sales 
volume. Do you have any suggestions?" (shows scale to employee)
Worker: " I  think I should be able to spend 25% of my time 
c a l l in g  my customers without my sales volume dropping below 80% 
of standard."
Supervisor: "That's a l i t t l e  too low, I want to set your goal at
30% fo r  c a l l in g  customers. That should not be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of
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our employees r igh t  out of t ra in in g  are able to meet these goals 
p r e t ty  r e g u l a r l y . "
Worker: "That sounds reasonable to me."
Supervisor: "Here are your rat ings on the other job dimensions
. . (fade out)
In the re je c t io n  condit ion,  the la s t  l ines in th is  in terac t ion  
read as fol lows:
Worker: "That s t i l l  seems too high fo r  me. I don't think t h a t 's  
a reasonable goal.  I am a fra id  my sales volume w i l l  drop below 80% i f  
I have to spend too much time c a l l in g  customers."
Supervisor: "Well,  why don't you leave i t  at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of our employees 
r ig h t  out of t ra in in g  are able to meet these goals p r e t ty  re g u la r ly .  
Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions . . . "  (fade out)
Performance Outcome Manipulation
The employee's performance for  the ensuing six months was 
manipulated in a w r i t ten  statement as fol lows: Subjects in the
success condition read, "During the fol lowing six months, the 
employee's performance was observed to average 30% of time c a l l in g  
customers with an average sales volume of 80%. The employee, 
th e re fo re ,  succeeded in reaching the goals established six months 
ago." Subjects in the f a i l u r e  condition read, "During the fol lowing  
six  months, the employee's performance was observed to average 25% of 
t ime c a l l in g  customers with an average sales volume of 80%.
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The employee, th e re fo re ,  f a i l e d  to reach the goals established six 
months ago."
Dependent Variables
Two separate sets of dependent measures were assessed a f t e r  the
goal s e t t ing  videotape was shown to the subjects. A fter  the goal
se t t in g  tape, the subjects were asked to complete a f i r s t  questionnaire  
(Appendix B) containing the fo l lowing items for  comparison with the 
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study: (a )  "Compared to the supervisor,
how much influence did the employee have in sett ing the customer 
c a l l in g  goal?" (none — extreme amount); (b) "How committed do you think  
the employee is to a t ta in in g  the customer c a l l in g  goal?"
(very uncommitted— very committed); (c )  "How d i f f i c u l t  do you think i t
w i l l  be fo r  the employee to achieve the customer c a l l in g  goal?"
(very easy— very d i f f i c u l t ) ;  (d)  "How strongly do you think the 
employee accepts the customer c a l l in g  goal?" (very weakly— very  
s t ro n g ly ) .  Each item included a 7-point  ra t in g  scale. These 
questions also served as manipulation checks. Although the scale 
anchors were reversed on some items to prevent subjects from ju s t  
marking e i th e r  the r ig h t  or l e f t  answer for  a l l  questions, the 
po s i t iv e  answer was always the correct answer. All  subjects ' data 
were used in the s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis with the fol lowing exceptions:
Two people were dropped because th e i r  answers indicated that they  
obviously misunderstood the in s t ru c t io n s ,  and another 8 subjects were 
replaced because they p ar t ic ipa ted  twice in the experiment.
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A f te r  a l l  subjects were given the performance feedback indicat ing  
whether the employee succeeded or f a i l e d  to meet the c a l l in g  goal,  
they assumed the ro le  of the supervisor and rated the employee on a 
series of 7-point  scales, again s im i lar  to the ones used by Dossett 
and Greenberg (1981; see Appendix B). These included the extent to
which: (a )  the employee succeeded/failed in meeting the c a l l in g  goal;
(b)  the employee was very uncommitted/very committed to meeting the 
c a l l in g  goal; ( c )  the customer c a l l in g  performance was due to bad luck /  
good luck; (d )  the customer c a l l in g  performance was due to lack of 
a b i l i t y / h i g h  a b i l i t y ;  (e )  the customer c a l l in g  performance was due to 
a hard goal/an easy goal; ( f )  the customer c a l l in g  performance was due 
to lack of e f f o r t /h i g h  e f f o r t ;  (g)  the goal was strongly accepted/  
strongly  re je c te d ;  and (h)  the customer c a l l in g  overal l  performance 
was very po or /e xc e l le n t .
Effectiveness
In the present study more than one item was used to measure the
six  dependent var iab les  used by Dossett and Greenberg (1981).
Ef fectiveness was defined by Items 1 and 8 (Questionnaire I I ,
Appendix B) which were designed to assess overal l  performance as 
e i th e r  being successful or unsuccessful. These items were grouped 
together because in the Dossett and Greenberg study, the overriding  
determinant of the employee's overal l  performance effectiveness was 
whether or not the goal was met.
Goal Commitment
This v a r ia b le ,  which is a measure of the subjects' perception of 
the employee's motivat ion to perform the task,  was defined by
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Items 2, 9, 12, 14, and 15. Webster (1978) defines commitment as an 
agreement or pledge to do something. The American Heritage Dictionary  
(1973) states that  commitment has the widest appl icat ion and means to 
pledge or ob l igate  oneself to a task. Item 12 dealing with intention  
strongly  implies a f ixed reso lut ion or determination to carry  out the 
proposed task. The word spec i f ic  in Item 9 has a synonym--intended 
f o r .  Some synonyms for  thought mentioned in Item 14 are in te n t ,  
purpose, expectat ion,  hope, and a n t ic ip a t io n .  Thus, these items 
should be re la ted  and, l i k e  the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study, be 
dependent upon the success or f a i l u r e  of the outcome.
Luck
Although th is  fac to r  was designed to measure external factors  
beyond the control of e i th e r  the supervisor or the employee, the name 
luck was used for  comparison with the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) 
study. Items 3 and 17 were conceptual ly designed to measure th is .  I t  
was hoped perhaps the subjects would think the employee was lucky to 
have an in teres t ing  goal and unlucky to have a boring goal.
Abi1i t y
This item was defined by Items 4 and 21. A b i l i t y  and value are 
r e la ted  by the word q u a l i ty .  A b i l i t y  implies q u a l i t ie s  that  enable an 
employee to accomplish something. Value is a q u a l i t y  considered 
essentia l and worthwhile. As a r e s u l t ,  an employee rated high in 
a b i l i t y  should be rated as a highly  valued employee.
28
Goal D i f f i c u l t y
This var iab le  was defined by Items 5, 11, and 13. All  three  
items measured the subjects ' perception of how d i f f i c u l t  or easy the 
goal would be fo r  the employee.
E f fo r t
Items 6, 10, 16, and 18 define th is  va r iab le .  Item 6 measures 
e f f o r t  d i r e c t l y .  Item 10 measures e f f o r t  in terms of something done 
through exer t io n .  Items 16 and 18 deal with the basis or motive for  
putt ing fo r th  the e f f o r t .  Item 16 suggests a reason for  working 
toward the goal is the basis or motive fo r  the e f f o r t .  Item 18 
suggests value or usefulness as the basis or motive for  putt ing fo r th  
e f f o r t .  Consequently, these items were expected to be re la te d .
I t  should be noted that questions have been raised concerning the 
p o s s i b i l i t y  that a t t r ib u t io n s  are an a r t i f a c t  of research methods 
c a l l in g  fo r  structured a t t r ib u t io n  responses (Harvey et a l . ,  1980;
Wong & Weiner, 1981). C r i t ic s  have ca l led  for  free-response  
approaches, but E l ig  and Fr ieze  (1979) found that open-ended, f r e e -  
response measures produced poor r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y .
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Chapter I I I  
RESULTS 
Manipulation Checks
Degree of P a r t ic ip a t io n
The data supported the assertion by Dossett and Greenberg (1981)  
tha t  the three goal s e t t ing  conditions can be placed on a continuum 
measuring the extent to which the employee had influence in sett ing  
the goal.  Goal se t t ing  conditions a ffected subjects ' ratings of the 
employee's influence in set t ing the goal ,  R 2 ,  117) = 1725.92,  
p < .001. Analysis of the influence manipulation check (Item 3 of 
Questionnaire I )  indicated that  employees who set t h e i r  own goals were 
seen as having the most influence (M = 5 . 9 ) ,  followed by p a r t ic ip a t iv e  
(IN = 4 . 0 ) ,  and the assigned goal set t ing conditions (M = 1 .0 ) .  
Acceptance/Rejection of Goal
An analysis of the acceptance/rejection manipulation check 
( Item 6 of Questionnaire I )  indicated that  the means in the accept 
(M = 6 .95 )  and re je c t  (M = 1.00)  conditions were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  
d i f f e r e n t ,  F ( l ,  118) = 43973.63, p < .001.
Success/Failure of Goal
S im i la r l y ,  an analysis of the success /fa i lu re  manipulation check 
( Item 1 of Questionnaire I I )  indicated that  the means in the success 
(M = 6 .50 )  and f a i l u r e  (hi = 1 .75)  conditions were also s ig n i f i c a n t ly  
d i f f e r e n t ,  F ( l ,  118) = 1020,72, p < .001.
30
Tests of Hypotheses
Effectiveness
The two questionnaire items assessing th is  var iab le  were
subjected to a MANOVA. Table 2 shows that the predicted main e f fe c t
fo r  success /fa i lu re  was quite  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  £ ( 2 ,  107) = 1112.88,
£  < .001. In f a c t ,  th is  was the sole determinant of the effect iveness
2ra t in g  accounting fo r  near ly  a l l  the variance (u) = . 9 1 ) .  Examination
of the un ivar ia te  analysis indicated that  both items produced a 
s ig n i f ic a n t  Figure 1 indicates that  the f a i l i n g  employee in a l l  
goal s e t t ing  conditions was judged to be s ig n i f i c a n t ly  less e f f e c t i v e .  
Contrary to pre d ic t io ns ,  however, there was no s ig n i f ic a n t  in teract ion  
between the suc c es s / fa i lu re  and acce pt / re jec t  manipulations,
JF(2 ,  107) = 2 .3 2 ,  £  < .103. Instead, the acce pt / re jec t  main e f fe c t  
was s ig n i f i c a n t ,  F_(2, 107) = 56.65, £  < .001; the f a i l i n g  employee in 
the r e je c t  condition received the lowest e f fect iveness rat ings in a l l  
goal s e t t ing  condit ions,  as expected, but the magnitude of the 
success /fa i lu re  e f f e c t  was not a l tered by the accep t / re jec t  
manipulat ion. This appears to be due to the lower ef fect iveness  
ra t ings  given to the employee who succeeded in the goal re je c t io n  
condit ion.  Further support for  these resu lts  can be found in the 
ANOVA in Table 1 of Appendix C, which reports resu lts  for  the summed 
un iv ar ia te  analysis of the ef fect iveness items. Consistent with the 
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study, the overr iding determinant of the 
employee's overal l  performance effect iveness was whether or not the 
goal was met. Perhaps by re je c t in g  the goal another source of 
information was provided to the subjects which magnified the e f fe c t  of
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Table 2
Condition Means and Standard Deviations of 
Summed Effectiveness Items
S e l f -S e t P a r t ic ip a t iv e Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 6.80 .35 6.80 .34 6.60 .51
F a i l 2.30 .35 2.20
00• 2.10 .66
Reject
Succeed 5.75
VO00• 5.80 .42 5.85
00i_n•
F a i l 1.30
00• 1.20 .33 1.55 .55
MANOVA of Effectiveness Items
Wilks
Lambda df F
Signif icance  
of F
GS x A/R x S/F .99 4,214 .34 .850
A/R x S/F .96 2,107 2.32 .103
GS x S/F .99 4,214 .23 .920
GS x A/R .97 4,214 .94 .439
Success/Fail  (S /F ) .05 2,107 1112.88 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .49 2,107 56.65 .001
Goal Set (GS) .99 4,214 .37 .832
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f a i l u r e  and lead to even lower effect iveness ratings in a l l  three goal 
s e t t in g  v a r ia t io n s .
Goal Commitment
This var iab le  was measured by responses to Items 2, 9, 12, 14,
and 15 in Questionnaire I I .  The MANOVA resu lts  shown in Table 3
ind ica te  that  the predicted three-way in terac t ion  is s ig n i f ic a n t ,
F(10 ,  208) = 22 .70 ,  £  < .001. Analysis of the un ivar ia te  resu l ts
indicates that  the F_s fo r  a l l  of the items were s ig n i f ic a n t .  Again,
success versus f a i l u r e  in a l l  manipulations was the largest
determinant of goal commitment ra t in g s ,  accounting fo r  the m a jor i ty  of 
o
variance (w = .5 4 ) .  Although dramatic dif ferences in commitment due 
to success or f a i l u r e  were not expected in the accept condit ions,
Tukey A m u lt ip le  comparisons indicated that d i f ferences were 
s ig n i f ic a n t  in a l l  three goal se t t ing  condit ions. Figure 2 indicates  
the largest  e f fec ts  occurred in the p a r t ic ip a t iv e  and assigned 
conditions as the means in Table 3 show. As expected, f a i l u r e  in a l l  
three goal se t t ing  conditions produced s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower commitment 
r a t in g s ,  and the e f fec ts  were la rgest  in the re je c t io n  condition 
involv ing assigned goal s e t t in g .  The m ult ip le  comparison analysis 
indicated that  the mean in the assigned, r e j e c t ,  f a i l u r e  c e l l  was 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower than means in a l l  other c e l ls .  Further evidence 
fo r  these resu lts  are presented in the ANOVA (Table 2 of Appendix C),  
which was produced by summing across the items. Consistent with the 
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) r e s u l ts ,  and with the theory of Jones and 
Davis (1965) ,  the e f fec ts  of f a i l u r e  increased as the hedonic 
relevance of the employee's performance increased. Furthermore, i t
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Table 3
Condition Means and Standard Deviations of 
Summed Goal Commitment Items
S e l f -S e t P a r t ic ip a t iv e Assigned
X SD I  SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 6.80 .13 6.88 .10 4.38 .38
F a i l 5.10 .11 4.80 .40 2.00 .27
Reject
Succeed 4.50 .49 6.80 2.81 6.08 .22
Fa i l 3.00 .21 2.80 .25 1.18 .18
MAN0VA of Goal Commitment Items
Wilks
Lambda df F
Signif icance  
of F
GS x A/R x S/F .22 10,208 22.70 .001
A/R x S/F .33 5,104 43.03 .001
GS x S/F .17 10,208 29.45 .001
GS x A/R .08 10,208 51.03 .001
Success/Fail (S /F ) .03 5,104 672.53 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .18 5,104 94.29 .001
Goal Set (GS) .06 10,208 63.28 .001
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appears tha t  re je c t io n  of the goal by the employee added support for  
an in terna l  a t t r ib u t io n  by the supervisor.
Luck
Although th is  va r iab le  was o r i g i n a l l y  defined by Items 3 and 17, 
the un iv ar ia te  analysis and m u l t iv a r ia te  analysis of these two items 
indicated somewhat d i f f e r e n t  patterns of s ign i f icance .  Thus, i t  was 
concluded that  Item 3, the o r ig ina l  item in the Dossett and Greenberg 
(1981) study, would be the sole item reported.  Table 4 shows that  the 
predicted three-way in terac t ion  was s ig n i f i c a n t ,  IF(2, 108) = 3 .36 ,
£  < .04 .  Analysis of the simple e f fec ts  produce general support for  
the spe c i f ic  expectations stated in the hypothesis. In addi t ion ,  the 
success versus f a i l u r e  goal conditions accounted fo r  the la rgest  
proportion of variance (w = .58 )  for  a l l  manipulations. Although 
large d if ferences in rat ings of luck were not expected in the success 
c ondit ion ,  Tukey A m ult ip le  comparisons indicated that  di f ferences  
were s ig n i f ic a n t  between the s e l f - s e t  and assigned conditions for  both 
the accept and r e je c t  conditions as the means in Table 4 show.
Figure 3 indicates that  f a i l u r e  in a l l  three goal s e t t ing  conditions  
produced s i g n i f i c a n t ly  lower rat ings on the luck v a r ia b le ,  and the 
e f fe c ts  were largest  in the accept condition involving assigned goal 
s e t t in g .  The m ult ip le  comparison analysis indicated that  the mean in 
the assigned, accept, f a i l u r e  c e l l  was s ig n i f i c a n t l y  lower than means 
in a l l  other c e l l s .  These resu lts  are consistent with the Dossett and 
Greenberg (1981) and Weiner et a l .  (1971) contention that  luck is an 
external  fac tor  and not used by an observer to explain fa i lu r e s  by 
others .  In addit ion ,  the moderating e f fe c t  of r e je c t in g  the goal was
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Table 4
Results fo r  Luck Using a Single Item Measure
S e l f -S e t P a r t ic ip a t iv e Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 5.00 1.05 5.30 .95 6.00 .67
F a i l  4 .50 .53 4.00 .67 1.10 .21
Reject
Succeed 5.50 1.08 6.50 .53 6.30 .42
F a i l  5.00 1.15 4.50 .53 3.00 1.15
Analysis of Variance
Signif icance o
Source of Var ia t ion df F of F L0)
Main Effects 4 63.73 .001 .52
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 13.71 .001 .05
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 31.59 .001 .06
Success/Fail  (S /F) 1 195.90 .001 .41
2-Way In teract ions 5 21.68 .001 .22
GS x A/R 2 1.79 .173 .03
GS x S/F 2 52.26 .001 .21
A/R x S/F 1 .30 .583 .00
3-Way In terac t ions 1 3.36 .038 .01
GS x A/R x S/F 2 3.36 .038 .01
Explained 11 33.64 .001
Residual 108
Total 119
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supported; i t  is possible tha t  the goal re je c t io n  i t s e l f  was 
considered an in ternal  a t t r i b u t i o n .
A b i l i t y
This var iab le  was defined by Items 4 and 21 in Questionnaire I I .  
The MANOVA resu lts  shown in Table 5 indicate  that  the three-way  
in te ra c t io n  was s ig n i f i c a n t ,  £ ( 2 ,  214) = 3 .49 ,  £  < .009, and analysis  
of the un ivar ia te  resu lts  indicate  that  the £  fo r  each of the items 
was s ig n i f i c a n t .  In a dd i t ion ,  the spec if ic  expectations stated in the 
hypothesis were also supported through the ANOVA resu lts  presented in 
Table 3, Appendix C. Furthermore, success versus f a i l u r e  was the 
major determinant in perceptions of a b i l i t y ,  accounting for  the
p
la rges t  proportion of variance (a) = .58 )  in a l l  manipulations.
Although large d i f ferences in a b i l i t y  were not expected in the success 
cond it ion ,  Tukey A m u lt ip le  corre la t ions  indicated that  the d i f ferences  
were s ig n i f ic a n t  between the s e l f - s e t  and assigned conditions for  both 
the accept and r e je c t  conditions as the means in Table 5 show.
Contrary to predictions based on the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)  
study, however, there was not a cons is tent ly  s ig n i f ic a n t  decrease in 
the a c c e p t / fa i lu r e  conditions across the s e l f - s e t ,  p a r t i c ip a t i v e ,  and 
assigned condit ions. Figure 4 shows that while the f a i l i n g  employee 
in the accept condition received the lowest a b i l i t y  ra t ing  in the 
assigned condition (as expected), a decrease did not occur between the 
s e l f - s e t  and p a r t ic ip a t iv e  condit ions.
Goal D i f f i c u l t y
This var iab le  was measured by responses to Items 5, 11, and 13, 
in Questionnaire I I .  The MANOVA resu l ts  shown in Table 6 indicate  that
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Table 5
Condition Means and Standard Deviations of 
Summed A b i l i t y  Items
S e l f -Set P a r t ic ip a t iv e  Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 4.75 .42 5.90 .57 6.90 .21
F a i l 3.50 .25 4.50 .24 1.25 .26
Reject
Succeed 5 .00 .53 6.00 .67 6.75 .26
F ai 1 4.25 .63 4.00 .63 1.50 .41
MANOVA of A b i l i t y  Items
Wilks Signif icance
Lambda df F of F
GS x A/R x S/F .88 4,214 3.49 .009
A/R x S/F .99 2,107 .42 .655
GS x S/F .16 4,214 81.09 .001
GS x A/R .85 4,214 4.50 .002
Success/Fail  (S /F ) .09 2,107 515.22 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .92 2,107 4.92 .009
Goal Set (GS) .49 4,214 23.12 .001
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Table 6
Condition Means and Standard Deviations of
Summed Goal D i f f i c u l t y Items
S e l f -Set P a r t ic ip a t iv e Assigned
X SD X SD J  SD
Accept
Succeed 4.43 .39 5.00 .54 6.50 .32
Fai 1 3.67 .27 3.67 .52 5.50 .39
Reject
Succeed 4.00 .38 6.00 .22 6.90 .23
Fa i l 3.20 .45 2.00 .44 1.10 .16
MANOVA of Goal D i f f i c u l t y  Items
Wilks
Lambda df F
Signif icance  
of F
GS x A/R x S/F .34 6,212 25.46 .001
A/R x S/F .24 3,106 113.31 .001
GS x S/F .28 6,212 30.92 .001
GS x A/R .45 6,212 17.12 .001
Success/F a i 1 (S /F) .09 3,106 378.90 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .36 3,106 62.37 .001
Goal Set (GS) .32 6,212 27.05 .001
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the predicted three-way in terac t ion  is s ig n i f ic a n t ,  R 6 ,  212) -  25 .46 ,
£  < .001,  and the un ivar ia te  analyses indicate that  the fo r  each of
the items was s ig n i f i c a n t .  Further support for  these resu l ts  comes
from the ANOVA on the average across a l l '  items as Table 4 of Appendix C
shows. Once again, the success versus f a i l u r e  in a l l  manipulations
2accounted fo r  the la rgest  proportion of variance (u> = .44 )  in goal 
d i f f i c u l t y  ra t in g s .  As predicted and consistent with the Dossett and 
Greenberg (1981) r e s u l t s ,  the success / fa i lure  dif ferences were largest  
in the r e je c t  cond it ion ,  and the largest  d is to r t io n  occurred in the 
assigned goal condition as the means in Figure 5 show. The Tukey A 
m u lt ip le  comparison analysis indicated that the mean in the assigned, 
r e j e c t ,  f a i l u r e  c e l l  was s ig n i f i c a n t l y  lower than means in a l l  
other c e l l s .
E f fo r t
This v a r iab le  was measured by responses to Items 6, 10, 16, and
18, in Questionnaire I I .  The MANOVA resu lts  shown in Table 7 indicate
that  the predicted three-way in terac t ion  is s ig n i f i c a n t ,  F_(8, 210) =
4 .6 2 ,  £  < .001. In add i t ion ,  un ivar ia te  analyses indicate  that  the F_
tes ts  for  a l l  of the items were s ig n i f ic a n t .  Moreover, the success
versus f a i l u r e  in a l l  manipulations was the largest  determinant of
e f f o r t  r a t in g s ,  accounting fo r  the largest  proportion of variance 
2
(oo = . 7 4 ) .  As predicted and s im i la r  to the Dossett and Greenberg 
(1981) r e s u l t s ,  large dif ferences between success and f a i l u r e  
conditions were found in the accept condition as the means in Figure 6 
show. Although large dif ferences between success and f a i l u r e  
conditions were not expected in the r e je c t  condit ion,  Tukey A m ult ip le
44
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Table 7
Condition Means and Standard Deviations of
Summed Ef f o r t  Items
S e l f -S e t P a r t ic ip a t iv e Assigned
X SO X SO X SO
Accept
Succeed 5.00 .60 6.00 42 6.68 .33
F a i l 4.00 .33 3.00 33 1.33 .29
Reject
Succeed 6.73 .25 6.65 . 32 6.53 .52
F a i l 4.50 .26 3.50 . 24 1.98 .36
MANOVA of E f fo r t  Items
Wi 1 ks 
Lambda df F
Signif icance  
of F
GS x A/R x S/F .72 8,210 4.62 .001
A/R x S/F .98 4,105 .57 .006
GS x S/F .19 8,210 33.97 .001
GS x A/R .79 8,210 3.35 .001
Success/Fai1 (S /F ) .04 4,105 613.04 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .51 4,105 25.33 .001
Goal Set (GS) .41 8,210 14.66 .001
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comparisons indicated that  these dif ferences were s ig n i f i c a n t .  As 
pred ic ted ,  f a i l u r e  in a l l  three goal se t t ing  conditions produced 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower e f f o r t  ra t in g s ,  and the e f fec ts  were largest  in 
the r e je c t  condition involving assigned >goal s e t t in g .  Although e f f o r t  
ra t ings  were not expected to decrease as amount of p a r t ic ip a t io n  in 
s e t t in g  the goal decreased in the accept condit ion,  m ult ip le  
comparisons indicated that  these dif ferences were s ig n i f ic a n t .
Further support fo r  these resu lts  can be found in the ANQVA based on 
the average score across a l l  items. Results of th is  ANOVA appear in 
Table 5 of Appendix C.
Dossett-Greenberg Comparisons
For comparison with the resu l ts  obtained by Dossett and Greenberg 
(1981) ,  the perceived goal commitment of the employee was measured 
before the a f te r  the performance manipulat ion. Dossett and Greenberg 
only looked at premeasures on goal commitment. They found there was 
no s ig n i f ic a n t  d i f fe rence  before the manipulat ion. However, 
postoutcome goal commitment d i f fe re d  s i g n i f i c a n t ly  between success and 
f a i l u r e  condit ions, t_(78) = 7 .80 ,  £  < .001. Their data showed that  in 
the success condit ion,  postoutcome goal commitment increased 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the preoutcome measure, t_(78) = 3 .16 ,  £  < .01 ,  and 
in the f a i l u r e  condition postoutcome goal commitment decreased 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  t^(78) = 5 .5 9 ,  £  < .001. In the present study, in 
addit ion to goal commitment, a question was included concerning goal 
d i f f i c u l t y ,  before and a f te r  the performance manipulat ion. There were 
no s ig n i f ic a n t  dif ferences in any goal se t t ing  condition between
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Table 8
Pre- and Post-Goal D i f f i c u l t y  and Goal 
as a Function of Performance
Performance
Outcome
i Measure
Before Manipulation
Success Fa i lu re
Dependent Var iable  X SD X SD t P
Goal Commitment 5.22 2.37  
Goal D i f f i c u l t y  3.72 2.01
5.23
3.97
2.25
1.89
.024
.696
791
500
A f te r  Manipulation
Success F a i1ure
Dependent Var iable  X SD X SD t P
Goal Commitment 6.07 1.02 
Goal D i f f i c u l t y  5.45 1.31
3.92
3.37
1.79
1.61
8.02
7.85
001
001
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subjects assigned to success versus f a i l u r e  conditions on e i th e r  of 
these variab les  before the success /fa i lu re  manipulat ion. Refer to 
Table 8 fo r  these re s u l ts .  The £  tes ts  demonstrate, for  example, that  
success or f a i l u r e  in meeting the goal s i g n i f i c a n t l y  affected  
subjects ' evaluation of the employee's goal commitment. Similar  to 
the f ind ing  of Dossett and Greenberg (1981) ,  there was no s ig n i f ic a n t  
d i f fe rence  before the manipulat ion; however, goal commitment ratings  
d i f fe r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  between success and f a i l u r e  condit ions,
£ (1 1 8 )  = 8 .02 ,  £  < .001. A fter  learning of the employee's success, 
a t t r ib u t io n s  of goal commitment increased s ig n i f i c a n t l y  compared to 
the premeasure, £ (1 18 )  = 2 .53 ,  £  < .02; in the f a i l u r e  condit ion,  goal 
commitment decreased s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  £ (118 )  = 3 .50 ,  £  < .002. In a 
s im i la r  way, success or f a i l u r e  in meeting the goal s i g n i f i c a n t ly  
affected subjects ' evaluation of goal d i f f i c u l t y .  There was no 
s ig n i f ic a n t  d i f fe rence  before the manipulat ion; however, goal 
d i f f i c u l t y  ra t ings  d i f fe re d  s i g n i f i c a n t ly  between success and f a i l u r e  
condit ions ,  £ (1 18 )  = 7 .85 ,  £  < .001. In the success condit ion,  the 
postoutcome mean increased s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from the preoutcome mean, 
£ (1 1 8 )  -  5 .6 0 ,  £  < .005, ind icat ing that  the goal was seen as less 
d i f f i c u l t .  In the f a i l u r e  condit ion,  the postoutcome mean decreased 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the preoutcome mean, £ (118 )  = 5 .9 3 ,  £  < .001,  
in d ica t ing  that  the goal was seen as more d i f f i c u l t .
For d i rec t  comparison with the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study,  
goal commitment, luck, a b i l i t y ,  goal d i f f i c u l t y ,  e f f o r t ,  and overal l  
performance were also analyzed as separate single items. Table 9, 
summarizing these r e s u l ts ,  shows tha t  the success / fa i l  manipulation
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Table 9
Summary of Results Across Success and Fa i lu re  Conditions 
fo r  Comparison with Dossett and Greenberg Single Items
Dependent Var iable
Success 
Mean SD
Fa i lu re  
Mean SD df F sig .
Goal Commitment 6.07 1.02 3.92 1.79 1,118 64.85 .001
Luck 5.81 1.01 3.70 1.50 1,118 81.93 .001
A b i l i t y 5.86 1.07 3.25 1.47 1,118 124.82 .001
Goal D i f f i c u l t y 5.45 1.29 3.35 1.59 1,118 61.76 .001
E f f o r t 6.22 .98 3.03 1.29 1,118 232.77 .001
Overall  Performance 6.38 .78 1.93 .97 1,118 762.66 .001
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had a s ig n i f ic a n t  e f f e c t  on subjects* a t t r ib u t io n s  of the employee's 
performance and the performance r a t in g .  Similar  to the Dossett and 
Greenberg r e s u l ts ,  the successful employee's outcome was a t t r ib u te d  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more to good luck, an easy goal,  high e f f o r t ,  and high 
a b i l i t y  than was the unsuccessful employee's outcome. In add i t ion ,  
the successful employee was given higher ratings on overa l l  performance 
and goal commitment than was the f a i l i n g  employee.
In the present study, more than one item was used to measure the 
f i v e  of the six dependent var iab les .  The attempt to measure luck with 
more than one item was not successful.  Table 10 shows that  the 
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) e f fec ts  were a l l  re p l ic a te d  with these 
m ult ip le  item indices. A t t r ibu t ions  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  a ffected by 
the success /fa i lu re  manipulation in the present study.
52
Table 10
Summary of Results fo r  Success and Fa i lu re  Conditions 
Using M u l t ip le  Item Measures
Dependent Var iable
Success 
Mean SD
F a i lu re  
Mean SD df F sig .
Effectiveness 6.27 .70 1.78 .68 1,118 1265.28 .001
Goal Commitment 5.91 1.11 3.15 1.44 1,118 138.18 .001
Luck* 5.81 1.01 3.70 1.50 1,118 81.93 .001
Abi1 i t y 5.88 .93 3.17 1.38 1,118 160.76 .001
Goal D i f f i c u l t y 5.47 1.13 3.19 1.45 1,118 92.42 .001,
E f f o r t 6.26 .74 3.05 1.15 1,118 329.42 .001
*Uses only the single  item.
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Chapter IV 
DISCUSSION 
A t t r ib u t io n a l  Effects
The resu lts  c l e a r l y  support the predict ions tha t  the subjects '  
ra t ings  of the employee's e f fec t ive ne s s ,  and a t t r ib u t io n s  of goal 
commitment, luck,  a b i l i t y ,  goal d i f f i c u l t y ,  and e f f o r t  would be 
d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a f fected by goal s e t t ing  condit ions, performance 
outcomes, and whether the goal was accepted or re je c te d .  The resu lts  
suggest tha t  when the goal was s e l f - s e t  by the employee, the perceived 
causes fo r  success and f a i l u r e  were less affected by various 
manipulations than when the goal was set p a r t i c i p a t i v e l y  or was 
assigned by a supervisor. Supporting the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) 
r e s u l t s ,  success or f a i l u r e  e f fec ts  on the rat ings of ef fect iveness  
and a t t r ib u t io n s  as to goal commitment, luck, a b i l i t y ,  goal 
d i f f i c u l t y ,  and e f f o r t  increased as the supervisors' in fluence in 
s e t t in g  the goal increased. This was magnified by the accept / re jec t  
manipulat ion. With increas ingly  more supervisory inf luence in set t ing  
the goal ,  as in the p a r t ic ip a t iv e  and assigned goal s e t t ing  
condit ions ,  subjects gave higher ef fect iveness ra t in g s ,  and a t t r ib u te d  
higher goal commitment, more good luck, higher a b i l i t y ,  and greater  
e f f o r t ,  but less goal d i f f i c u l t y ,  to the successful employee. 
Unsuccessful employees received lower effect iveness ra t in g s ,  lower 
a t t r ib u t io n s  of a b i l i t y  and e f f o r t ,  greater  bad luck, and more goal 
d i f f i c u l t y .  This e f fe c t  was es p e c ia l ly  noticeable in the 
ass igned /re jec t  goal se t t ing  condition for  e f fec t iveness ,  goal
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commitment, and goal d i f f i c u l t y ;  in th is  condition the supervisor was 
completely responsible for  the goal.
These data also support the f indings of Jones and Davis (1965)  
th a t  ra t ings  of e f fect iveness and a t t r ib u t io n s  concerning the 
employee's goal commitment, luck,  a b i l i t y ,  goal d i f f i c u l t y ,  and e f f o r t  
increased as goal se t t ing  conditions increased in hedonic relevance  
fo r  the supervisor. S imilar  to the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) 
r e s u l t s ,  d i f ferences across goal se t t ing  conditions for  ra t ings  of 
e f fe c t iv e n e s s ,  goal commitment, and goal d i f f i c u l t y  were strong for  
f a i l i n g  employees and even stronger when the goal was also re je c te d .
In the assigned condit ion,  the employee's f a i l u r e  was blamed most on 
lack of goal commitment, a b i l i t y ,  and e f f o r t .  Thus, f a i l u r e  of the 
employee to meet the assigned goal was a t t r ib u te d  to in terna l  fa c to rs ;  
however, f a i l u r e  was also a t t r ib u te d  to bad luck and to a hard goal 
( in  the goal re je c t io n  cond i t io n ) .  In terna l  and external  a t t r ib u t io n s  
were not c l e a r l y  separated. In add i t ion ,  the lack of s ig n i f ic a n t  
dif ferences  in Questionnaire I ,  and the s ig n i f ic a n t  d i f ferences in 
Questionnaire I I  in goal commitment and goal d i f f i c u l t y  ra t ings  
between success and f a i l u r e  conditions suggests that  the performance 
outcome s ig n i f i c a n t l y  e f fec ted  the ra t in g s .
I t  is also re levant  to evaluate the resu lts  of the present study 
with consideration of Cooper's (1981) sources of halo: undersampling,
in s u f f i c i e n t  concreteness, in s u f f i c ie n t  ra te r  motivation and knowledge, 
an engulf ing.  Undersampling of the employee's behavior may have been 
a problem because the subjects never had an opportunity to view actual 
employee performance. Therefore, the ra ters  were asked to make
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judgments about abstract items based on reported outcomes ra ther  than 
observed behavior; they may have been re ly ing  on inferences which were 
not accurate and which were overly  influenced by the outcome 
in format ion.  Due to the vague and abstract nature of the measurement 
instrument in th is  study, in s u f f i c ie n t  concreteness may also account 
fo r  the impact of the success /fa i l  e f f e c t  on many of the
manipulat ions; but these e f fec ts  may well occur when performance
ra t ings  c a l l  fo r  t r a i t  a t t r ib u t io n s  s im i la r  to those used in th is
study. Although the students were asked to play the ro le  of the
employee’ s supervisor, there was no way of knowing how committed to 
the ro le  or motivated they a c tu a l ly  were. Perhaps the subjects were 
less committed than actual supervisors would be, which might account 
fo r  some of the strong main e f fec ts  between manipulat ions. Engulfing  
may have also been operating because of general impressions the 
subject formed due to the success versus f a i l u r e  outcome, and the 
accept versus r e je c t  manipulations. As noted above, the ra te r  had 
l i t t l e  other information to use.
Feldman (1981) suggested that  ra te rs  construct cognit ive  schemata 
and prototypes that  guide t h e i r  search often providing a l im i ted  view 
of events. Perhaps the ra ters  in th is  study had an unconscious 
prototype fo r  a f a i l i n g  employee, or for  an employee that  re je c ts  a 
goal.  I f  such accept/succeed or r e j e c t / f a i l  prototypes were 
a c t iv a te d ,  th is  might account for  the f inding that the success 
conditions were not d r a s t ic a l l y  a f fected by the manipulations; the 
ra te rs  may have been set to attend to and encode behaviors,  and 
a t t r i b u t e  causes consistent with t h e i r  cognit ive schemata regarding
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success or f a i l u r e .  No d i re c t  information regarding such prototypes 
or schemata was col lected during th is  study.
Results provide mixed support for  extending the M i l l e r  and Ross 
(1975) information processing approach to observer a t t r ib u t io n s .  
Expected outcomes (accept/succeed and r e j e c t / f a i l )  should have led to 
in te rna l  a t t r ib u t io n s .  Results tend to confirm that  predic t ion — 
higher e f f o r t ,  a b i l i t y ,  and goal commitment a t t r ib u t io n s  occurred in 
the accept/succeed condit ions, while low a b i l i t y ,  e f f o r t ,  and goal 
commitment a t t r ib u t io n s  were made in the r e j e c t / f a i l  condit ions.
These resu lts  were c lea res t  in the assigned goal cond it ion ,  although 
goal commitment a t t r ib u t io n s  were lower than expected for  the 
accept/succeed cases in that  condit ion.  Unfortunate ly ,  when 
unexpected resu lts  occurred ( a c c e p t / f a i lu r e  and re jec t /succeed) ,  
in te rn a l  a t t r ib u t io n s  occurred in the same p a t te rn — success produced 
higher a t t r ib u t io n s  of e f f o r t ,  a b i l i t y ,  and goal commitment, while  
f a i l u r e  produced a t t r ib u t io n s  of low a b i l i t y ,  e f f o r t ,  and goal 
commitment. Again, these resu lts  were c leares t  in the assigned goal 
condit ion .  External a t t r ib u t io n s  were also not c l e a r l y  supportive of 
M i l l e r  and Ross. Success resulted in a t t r ib u t io n s  to good luck 
regardless of the expected or unexpected nature of the outcomes.
Amount of good luck was somewhat higher in the unexpected 
re ject /succeed condit ion. A t t r ib u t io n s  to goal d i f f i c u l t y  produced an 
unusual pattern of r e s u l ts .  Unexpected outcomes should have produced 
"easy goal" a t t r ib u t io n s  in the re ject /succccd conditions and 
" d i f f i c u l t  goal" a t t r ib u t io n s  in the a c c e p t / fa i l  condit ions. But th is  
pattern  did not appear. The goal was perceived to be easier in the
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a c c e p t / f a i l  condition than i t  was in the re ject /succeed condit ion.
When expected outcomes occurred, success produced "easy goal" 
a t t r ib u t io n s  and f a i l u r e  produced “hard goal" a t t r ib u t io n s .  Again, 
these resu lts  were c lea res t  in the assigned goal condit ion.
I t  appears tha t  success or f a i l u r e  in assigned goal conditions  
produced the most d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  set of a t t r ib u t io n s ;  whether the 
employee's performance was expected or unexpected had l i t t l e  to do 
with the in terna l  versus external a t t r ib u t io n  patterns.
A t t r ib u t io n a l  resu l ts  in th is  study are consistent  with other  
a t t r ib u t io n  theory and research. Weiner et a l . (1971) suggested that  
a b i l i t y  and e f f o r t  are in terna l  a t t r ib u t io n s ,  and task d i f f i c u l t y  and 
luck are e x te rn a l .  S imilar  to the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study,  
actual goal d i f f i c u l t y  remained constant in th is  study; as a r e s u l t ,  
subjects should a t t r ib u te  the cause of performance to a b i l i t y  and 
e f f o r t  ra ther  than other fa c to rs .  However, the success /fa i lure  
e f fec ts  were largest  in the r e je c t  condit ions,  and in the assigned 
goal condit ions. The m ult ip le  comparison analysis indicated that  the 
means in the assigned, r e j e c t ,  f a i l u r e  c e l l  were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  lower 
than means in near ly  a l l  other c e l l s .
Although Weiner et  a l . (1971) expect the luck versus in ternal  
fac tors  con tras t ,  there seems to be a problem with using luck as a 
dependent v a r ia b le .  The problem is that  an external a t t r ib u t io n  
should involve luck or chance while an in terna l  a t t r ib u t io n  should 
involve a h i l i t y  or e f f o r t — but a good luck/bad luck scale does not 
allow the subject to contrast chance versus in terna l  f a c to rs .  Whether
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performance is a t t r ib u te d  to good or bad luck is determined by success 
or f a i l u r e — as the resu lts  c le a r l y  show.
Unpredicted Results
The overr id ing determinant of a t t r ib u t io n s  regarding the employee 
was whether or not the goal was met. For instance, whether the 
employee succeeded appeared to be the overriding determinant in 
perception of goal commitment, luck, a b i l i t y ,  goal d i f f i c u l t y ,  and 
e f f o r t  in both the accept and r e je c t  condit ions. Although l i t t l e  
d i f fe rence  across goal s e t t ing  conditions was expected for  a b i l i t y ,  
large d if ferences were found in both the accept and r e je c t  condit ions.  
Perhaps the success r e s u l t  f a c i l i t a t e d  a t t r ib u t io n s  of higher in ternal  
m otivat ional  and a b i l i t y  s ta tes .  Subjects taking the ro le  of 
supervisor may have been persuaded that  the successful employee must 
be a good employee overa l l  and the f a i l i n g  employee an overa l l  bad 
employee. Thus, being successful may have provided a posi t ive  halo 
e f f e c t  for  the subjects (supervisors)  when they evaluated the 
employee's performance.
The ac ce p t / re jec t  manipulation revealed some other important 
impl icat ions for  supervisory performance appraisals and causal 
a t t r i b u t i o n  ra t in g s .  The resu lts  supported the predict ions th a t ,  
with in  the goal se t t ing  condit ion,  supervisor ra t ings  would be 
affec ted  by whether the employee accepted or re jected  the goal.  When 
the employee f a i l e d  in meeting the goal ,  supervisors (suhjec ts )  rated  
the employee who accepted the goal as performing bet te r  than the 
employee who f a i l e d  but re jected  the goal.  The present data suggest
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th a t  whether a goal is accepted or re jec ted  by an employee may play a 
s ig n i f ic a n t  ro le  in supervisors1 a t t r ib u t io n s  and perhaps performance 
appraisal ra t in g s .  For instance, f a i l u r e  in a l l  three goal se t t in g  
conditions produced s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower goal commitment ra t in g s ,  and 
the e f fec ts  were largest  in the r e je c t  condition involving assigned 
goal s e t t in g .  In a l l  three goal s e t t ing  condit ions, f a i l u r e  produced 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower ra t ings  on the luck v a r ia b le ,  but in th is  case the 
e f fe c ts  were la rgest  in the accept condition involving an assigned 
goal.  The expected s ig n i f ic a n t  decrease in a b i l i t y  a t t r ib u t io n  as 
supervisory involvement increased a c tu a l ly  occurred in the r e j e c t /  
f a i l u r e  condition rather  than the a c c e p t / fa i lu r e  condit ion.  The 
success / fa i lu re  d i f ferences for  goal d i f f i c u l t y  were smallest in the 
accept condit ion,  and, although the resu l ts  were s im i l a r ,  the means 
were lower fo r  the f a i l u r e  condit ions. The accept condition produced 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower e f f o r t  ra t ings  for  the f a i l u r e  group with the 
la rgest  d i f fe rence  occurring in the assigned goal condit ion;  th is  was 
expected only in the r e je c t  condit ion.
Consequently, in th is  study, employee acceptance of the goal may 
have f a c i l i t a t e d  a t t r ib u t io n s  of higher in ternal  motivat ional and 
a b i l i t y  states even before information regarding the performance 
outcome was provided. As a r e s u l t ,  subjects taking the ro le  of the 
supervisor may have been persuaded that  the employee must be an 
o vera l l  good employee because the goal was r e a d i ly  accepted as being 
reasonable. On the other hand, an employee f ind ing  the supervisor 's  
goal to be unreasonable may have prompted the inference tha t  the 
employee must be an overa l l  poor employee because the goal was
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r e je c te d .  Thus, the employee's acceptance of the goal may have also 
provided a po s i t iv e  halo e f f e c t  fo r  the subjects when they evaluated 
the employee's performance. The employee who accepted the goal 
received a higher performance ra t in g  andvmore pos i t ive  causal 
a t t r ib u t io n s  for  the performance.
These f indings have impl icat ions for  goal se t t ing  and performance 
appraisal l i t e r a t u r e .  The resu l ts  suggest that when the goal is s e l f ­
set by the employee, the perceived causes for  success / fa i lu re  are less 
c l e a r l y  in te rna l  or external than when goals are set p a r t i c i p a t i v e l y  
or are simply assigned by a supervisor. S im i la r l y ,  the e f fec ts  of 
success or f a i l u r e  a t t r ib u t io n  are magnified by acceptance or 
re je c t io n  of the goal ,  e s p e c ia l ly  when goals are assigned. Thus, i f  
goals must be set p a r t i c i p a t i v e l y  or assigned, the supervisors should 
be made aware of the e f fe c ts  th is  can have on rat ings they make.
A t r a in in g  program as suggested by Steers and Porter (1979) may be 
e f f e c t i v e  in th is  regard. Further research is needed to understand 
the process var iab les  involved in the in terac t ion  between manner of 
goal s e t t in g ,  employee acceptance /re jec t ion ,  and appraisal of 
performance.
In conclusion, research on goal s e t t ing  has provided support for  
Locke's (1968) theory and has demonstrated the p r a c t i c a l i t y  of goal 
s e t t in g  programs as a means of improving employee performance.
However, research is needed fo r  fu r th e r  va l id a t io n  and e laborat ion of  
the theory. Pr ior  research f indings suggest how goals can e f fe c t  
organizat iona l  e f fect iveness  as a whole; but the present study, along 
with the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study suggest that  the goal
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se t t in g  stra tegy may a f fe c t  performance appraisals and supervisory  
a t t r ib u t io n s .  These e f fe c ts  could have a negative impact on 
supervisor-employee r e l a t  ionships.
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SCRIPTS
Group 1: P a r t ic ip a t iv e  Goal
In the f i r s t  tape, the employee i n i t i a l l y  set a goal which was 
upgraded by the supervisor and was e i th e r  accepted or re je c te d  by the 
employee, in add i t io n ,  the employee e i th e r  succeeded or f a i l e d  to 
reach the goal .  The s c r ip t  for  th is  condition read as fo l lows:
Supervisor:  "Hi (name), how are you today?"
Worker: " I 'm  f i n e ,  thanks, how are you?"
Supervisor:  "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I c a l led  you
in today to discuss your performance. As a r e s u l t  of the t r a in in g  
program you've ju s t  completed, I fe e l  i t ' s  appropriate to set some 
goals fo r  the next six  months. I want you to concentrate most on the 
t ime you spend c a l l in g  your customers (pause) and on your sales 
volume. Do you have any suggestions?" (shows scale to employee)
Worker: " I  th ink I should be able to spend 25% of my time 
c a l l i n g  my customers without my sales volume dropping below 80% of  
s ta n d a rd ."
Supervisor:  "That 's  a l i t t l e  too low, I want to set your goal at
30% fo r  c a l l in g  customers. That should not be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of 
our employees r ig h t  out of t r a in in g  are able to meet these goals 
p r e t t y  r e g u l a r l y . "
Worker: "That sounds reasonable to me."
Supervisor:  "Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions
. . . "  (fade out)
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In the r e je c t io n  cond it ion ,  the las t  l ines in th is  in terac t ion  
read as fo l lows:
Worker: "That s t i l l  seems too high for  me. I don't  think t h a t 's
a reasonable goal .  I am a f ra id  my sales-volume w i l l  drop below 80% i f  
I have to spend too much time c a l l in g  customers."
Supervisor: "Well ,  why don't  you leave i t  at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of our employees 
r ig h t  out of t r a in in g  are able to meet these goals p r e t ty  re g u la r ly .
Here are your ra t ings  on the other job dimensions . . . "  (fade out)
Group 2: S e l f - s e t  Goal
In the second tape,  the employee set a goal which was accepted by 
the supervisor and e i th e r  accepted or re jected by the employee. In 
add i t io n ,  the employee e i th e r  succeeded or f a i l e d  the goal .  The 
in te ra c t ion  proceeded as fo l lows:
Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"
Worker: " I 'm  f i n e ,  thanks, how are you?"
Supervisor: "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I ca l led  you
in today to discuss your performance. As a r e s u l t  of the t ra in in g  
program you've ju s t  completed, I fee l  i t ' s  appropriate to set some 
goals fo r  the next six months. I want you to concentrate most on the 
t ime you spend c a l l in g  customers (pause) and on your sales volume.
Do you have any suggestions?" (shows scale to employee)
Worker: " I  th ink I  should be able to spend 30% of my time
c a l l in g  my customers without my sales volume dropping below 80% of 
sta nda rd ."
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Supervisor:  "That sounds reasonable to me. That should not be
too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of our employees r ig h t  out of t r a in in g  are able to 
meet these goals p re t ty  r e g u la r ly .  Here are your ra t ings  on other job 
dimensions . . . "  (fade out)
In the r e je c t  cond it ion ,  the in terac t ion  ended as fo l lows:
Worker: "However, I r e a l l y  don't want to set a f i rm  customer
c a l l i n g  goal because i f  my sales volume begins to drop unexpectedly I 
would want to work to ra ise  i t  immediately and l e t  the c a l l in g  goal 
s l id e .  So I  only see these as te n t a t iv e  goals."
Supervisor: "Well ,  why don't  you leave i t  at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of our employees 
right, out of t r a in in g  are able to meet these goals p r e t ty  re g u la r ly .  
Here are your ra t ings  on the other job dimensions . . . "  (fade out)  
Group 3: Assigned Goal
In the th i rd  tape, the supervisor assigned the goal which was 
e i th e r  accepted or re jected  by the employee. In add i t ion ,  the 
employee e i t h e r  succeeded or f a i l e d  the goal.  The in terac t ion  
proceeded as fo l lows:
Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"
Worker: " I 'm f i n e ,  thanks, how are you?"
Supervisor:  "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I ca l led  you
in today to discuss your performance. As a re s u l t  of the t r a in in g  
program you've ju s t  completed, I fee l  i t ' s  appropriate to set some 
goals fo r  the next six  months. I want you to concentrate most on the 
t ime you spend c a l l in g  customers (pause) and on your sales volume—
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you should be spending 30% of your time c a l l in g  customers while 
maintaining your sales volume at 80% of standard."
Worker: "That sounds reasonable to me."
Supervisor: "Good, tha t  should not* be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of our
employees r ig h t  out of t r a in in g  are able to meet these goals p r e t ty  
r e g u la r ly .  Here are your ra t ings  on the other job dimensions . . . "  
(fade out)
In the r e je c t  cond it ion ,  the In terac t ion  ended as fo l lows:
Worker: "That sounds too high fo r  me. I don't  think t h a t 's  a
reasonable goal.  I 'm a f ra id  my sales volume w i l l  drop i f  I have to 
spend 30% of my time c a l l in g  my customers."
Supervisor: "Well ,  why don't you leave i t  at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too d i f f i c u l t ;  most of our employees 
r ig h t  out of t r a in in g  are able to meet these goals p r e t ty  r e g u la r ly .  
Here are your ra t ings  on the other job dimensions . . . "  (fade out)
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CONSENT FORM
You are in v i ted  to p a r t ic ip a te  in a study of goal s e t t in g .  As a 
p a r t ic ip a n t  in th is  study, you w i l l  be asked to view a videotape. At 
the conclusion of the experimental session, the in ves t ig a to r  w i l l  
describe the purpose of the study and the ant ic ipa ted  f ind ing s .  At 
th is  t ime, you w i l l  have an opportunity to discuss these issues with 
the in v e s t ig a to r .
Your responses w i l l  be kept c o n f id e n t ia l .  Your name w i l l  not be 
associated in any way with the information you provide.
No s ig n i f ic a n t  r isks are involved in th is  research beyond those 
of everyday l i f e .  The benef i ts  for  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in th is  research are 
simply those of having an opportunity to see how a research pro ject  of 
th is  type is conducted, and to possibly learn something about an area 
of current research in te re s t  in psychology. We cannot promise you 
th a t  you w i l l  receive any benef its  other than those discussed here.
Should you decide to p a r t ic ip a t e  in this study, your p a r t ic ip a t io n  
w i l l  s a t i s f y  one of several options ava i lab le  to you fo r  obtaining  
e x tra  course c r e d i t  in your psychology course, as described to you by 
your in s t ru c to r .  However, you do have the option of performing 
a l te r n a te  a c t i v i t i e s  fo r  such c re d i t  should you choose not to p a r t ic ip a te .
Your decision whether or not to p a r t ic ip a te  in th is  study w i l l  
not a f fe c t  your re la t io n s h ip  with the U n ivers i ty  of Nebraska, nor your 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  in any of your classes in psychology. I f  you decide to 
p a r t i c i p a t e ,  you are f ree  to withdraw your consent and to discontinue  
p a r t ic ip a t io n  at any time. I f  you have any questions, please ask the 
in ve s t ig a to r  now. I f  you have any questions l a t e r ,  the invest igato r  
may be reached at the phone l i s te d  below.
YOU ARE MAKING A DECISION WHETHER OR NOT TO PARTICIPATE. YOUR 
SIGNATURE INDICATES THAT YOU HAVE DECIDED TO PARTICIPATE HAVING READ 
THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE. YOU WILL BE GIVEN A COPY OF THIS FORM 
TO KEEP.
Date
P a r t ic ip a n t 's  Signature
In v e s t ig a to r 's  Signature
Janet Car 
554-2580
Department of Psychology
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QUESTIONNAIRE I
PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.
In s truc t io ns :  The fo l lowing statements are concerned with your
opinions and views concerning the videotape. Please record a l l  
responses in the blank spaces provided. In order to protect your 
c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y ,  your name w i l l  not appear on th is  survey.
In add i t ion ,  a l l  acquired data w i l l  be analyzed for  re la t ionsh ips  
with no concern for  ind iv idua l  responses. Thank you fo r  your 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  in th is  survey.
1. How was the employee's goal set?
  P a r t ic ip a t iv e  set goal (employer asked for  suggestions and
discussed goals)
 S e l f - s e t  goal (employee set own goal)
  Assigned goal (employer assigned goal with no discussion)
2. Did the employee f ind  the goal?
  Reasonable (accepted goal)
 Unreasonable ( re jec ted  goal)
3. Compared to the supervisor, how much inf luence did the employee 
have in s e t t ing  the customer c a l l in g  goal?
none : : : : : :  extreme amount
4. How committed do you think the employee is to a t ta in in g  the 
customer c a l l in g  goal?
very uncommitted ____ :____ :_____:_____:____ :____ :_____ very committed
5. How d i f f i c u l t  do you think i t  w i l l  be for  the employee to achieve 
the customer c a l l in g  goal?
very easy  :____ :_____:____ :____ :_____:  very d i f f i c u l t
6. How strongly  do you think the employee accepts the customer 
c a l 1ing goal?
very weakly  :__:____ :_____:____ :____ :_____  very strongly
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QUESTIONNAIRE I I
PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.
In s truc t io ns :  The fo l lowing statements are concerned with your
opinions and views concerning the employee. Please record a l l  
responses in the blank spaces provided. .
FOR EXAMPLE: I f  you fe e l  the supervisor was moderately f r i e n d l y ,
please mark the box as shown below.
The supervisor The supervisor
was f r i e n d l y .   :___ :___ :___ :___ :___ :  was not f r ie n d ly .
1. The employee 
succeeded in 
meeting the 
c a l l i n g  goal .
2. The employee was 
very uncommitted 
to meeting the 
c a l l i n g  goal .
3. The customer 
c a l l i n g  p e r fo r ­
mance was due to 
bad luck.
4. The customer 
c a l l in g  p e r fo r ­
mance was due to 
lack of a b i l i t y .
5. The customer 
c a l l in g  p e r fo r ­
mance was due to 
a hard goal.
6. The customer 
c a l l i n g  p e r f o r ­
mance was due to 
lack of e f f o r t .
7. The goal was 
strongly  
accepted.
8. The customer 
c a l l i n g  overa l l  
performance was 
very poor.
The employee 
f a i l e d  to meet 
the c a l 1ing goal .
The employee was 
very committed to 
meeting the 
c a l l in g  goal.
The customer 
c a l l in g  p e r fo r ­
mance was due to 
good luck.
The customer 
c a l l in g  p e r fo r ­
mance was due to 
high a b i l i t y .
The customer 
c a l l in g  p e r fo r ­
mance wsa due to 
an easy goal.
The customer 
c a l 1ing p e r fo r -  
mance was due to 
high e f f o r t .
The goal was
strongly
re je c te d .
The customer 
c a l l in g  overa l l  
performance was 
e x c e l le n t .
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9. The employee 
set a spec i f ic  
goal fo r  the 
task.
10. The employee 
t r i e d  hard to 
meet the 
assigned goal.
11. The employee 
found the goal 
set by the 
employer very  
d i f f i c u l t .
12. I t  was the 
employee's 
in ten t ion  to 
meet the set 
go a l .
13. The goal set by 
the supervisor  
was very hard.
14. The employee 
had in mind a 
sp e c i f ic  goal 
while  she 
worked.
15. The employee 
thought of the 
set goal as her 
own when 
working.
16. There was a 
good reason for  
working toward 
the goal.
17. The goal was 
bor ing.
18. Meeting the 
goal would be 
valuable to the 
employee.
The employee did 
not set a spec i f ic  
goal fo r  the task.
The employee did 
not t r y  hard to 
meet the assigned 
go a l .
The employee 
found the goal 
set by the 
employer very  
easy.
I t  was not the
employee' s 
in ten t ion  to 
meet the set 
go a l .
The goal set by 
the supervisor  
was very easy.
The employee did 
not have in mind 
a spe c i f ic  goal 
while she 
worked.
The employee did 
not think of the 
set goal as her 
own when 
working.
There was not a 
good reason for  
working toward 
the goal.
The goal was 
in te re s t in g .
Meeting the goal 
would not be 
valuable to the 
employee.
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19. The supervisor  
knows how to 
handle the 
employee.
20. The employee 
respects the 
supervisor.
21. The employee's 
value is 
recognized by 
the supervisor.
22. The supervisor  
l i s te n s  to 
suggestions.
23. The goal is 
u n fa i r .
24. The supervisor  
set a reasonable 
go a l .
The supervisor  
does not know 
how to handle 
the employee.
The employee 
does not respect  
the supervisor.
The employee's 
value is not 
recognized by 
the supervisor.
The supervisor  
does not l i s te n  
to suggestions.
The goal is 
f a i r .
The supervisor  
set an
unreasonable goal.
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DEMOGRAPHICS
1. What is your age? _____
2. What is your m ari ta l  s tatus:
Single  Married  Divorced   Widowed___
3. Number of dependents _____
4. How many years have you worked?
5. How many years with your present company? ______
6. How many years at your present position? ______
7. Have you ever held a supervisory position? _____
I f  yes, for  how long? ______
8. What company do you work for? ________________________ _
9. What is your present position? _______________________ __
10. How many hours a week do you work? _____
11. B lu e -c o l la r  worker  W hi te -co l la r  worker
12. Union membership? Member  Nonmember___
13. Are you planning a career with your present company? _
14. Are you:
Black  White  O r ie n ta l   Spanish Surname___
American Indian
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Table 1
Results for
Analysis
Effectiveness
of Variance 
Summing Across Items 1 and 8
Sign i f icance o
Source of Var ia t ion df F of F c0 3
Main E ffects 4 541.41 .001 .95
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 .50 .951 .00
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 82.10 .001 .04
Success/Fail  (S /F ) 1 2083.42 .001 .91
2-Way In terac t ions 5 .78 . 565 .00
GS x A/R 2 1.51 .225 .00
GS x S/F 2 .35 .710 .00
A/R x S/F 1 .18 .673 .00
3-Way In terac t ions 2 .93 .911 .00
GS x A/R x S/F 2 .93 .911 .00
* *
Explained
Residual
Total
11
108
119
197.25 .001
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Table 2
Analysis of Variance
Results fo r  Goal Commitment Summing Across Items 2, 9, 12, 14, 15
Source of Var ia t ion df F
Signif icance  
of F 20)
Main E f fects 4 1188.71 .001 .79
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 564.17 .001 .19
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 372.15 .001 .06
Success/Fail  (S /F ) 1 3254.35 .001 .54
2-Way In terac t ions 5 205.02 .001 .17
GS x A/R 2 249.34 .001 .08
GS x S/F 2 156.53 .001 .05
A/R x S/F 1 213.34 .001 .04
3-Way In terac t ions 2 72.70 .001 .02
GS x A/R x S/F 2 72.70 .001 .02
Explained 11 538.67 .001
Residual 108
Total 119
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Table 3
Analysis of Variance
Results for  Abi’ l i t y  Summing Across Items 4 and 21
Source of Var ia t ion df F
Sign if icance  
of F 20)
Main Effects 4 301.17 .001 .63
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 52.89 .001 .05
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 2.02 .158 .00
Success/Fail  (S /F ) 1 1096.89 .001 .58
2-Way In terac t ions 5 116.03 .001 .30
GS x A/R 2 6.23 .003 .01
GS x S/F 2 283.67 .001 .30
A/R x S/F 1 .37 .543 .00
3-Way In terac t ions 2 4.58 .012 .00
GS x A/R x S/F 2 4.58 .012 .00
Explained 11 163.07 .001
Residual 108
Total 119
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Table 4
Analysis of Variance
Results for  Goal D i f f i c u l t y  Summing Across Items 5, I I ,  13
Source of V ar ia t ion df F
S1gn1fIcance 
of F u ^
Main E ffects 4 367.81 .001 .59
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 101.67 .001 .08
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 179.67 .001 .07
Success/Fail  (S /F ) 1 1088.25 .001 .44
2-Way In terac t ions 5 140.03 .001 .28
GS x A/R 2 60.23 .001 .05
GS x S/F 2 126.77 .001 .10
A/R x S/F 1 326.15 .001 .13
3-Way In terac t ions 2 99.17 .001 .08
GS x A/R x S/F 2 99.17 .001 .08
Explained 11 215.43 .001
Residual 108
Total 119
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Table 5
Results for
Analysis of 
E f f o r t  Summing
Variance 
Across Item s 6, 10, 16, 18
Source of Var ia t ion df F
Sign if icance  
of F 20)
Main E f fects 4 619.87 .001 .81
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 66.91 .001 .04
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 91.12 .001 .03
Success/Fai l  (S /F ) 1 2254.52 .001 .74
2-Way In terac t ions 5 87.45 .001 .14
GS x A/R 2 13.82 .001 .01
GS x S/F 2 203.81 .001 .13
A/R x S/F 1 2.01 .160 .00
3-Way In terac t ions 2 18.69 .001 .01
GS x A/R x S/F 2 18.69 .001 .01
Explained 11 268.56 .001
Residual 108
Total 119
